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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

• Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 15 December 2004 , 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 5.9,10.12.14 and 31-33 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 5.9.10.12.14 and 31-33 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All □)□ Some * c)Q None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
09/30/2004 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 
The claim recites, "generating a second tilt context value for shorter than the set period 
of time after generating the first tilt context value... and selecting an orientation for an 
image on the display based on the flat context value by using the first tilt instead of the 
second tilt context". There is no support in the specification for a generating a second tilt 
context, and for selecting an orientation for an image using the first tilt context instead of 
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the second tilt. As best understood by the examiner the device is being tilted, and if the 
tilt remains for more than a predetermined time, the tilt context value is generated, 
which is equivalent to the first tilt context in the claim. However, there is no teaching of 
having a second context being generated if the period of time is shorter than a set 
period. The examiner respectfully requests a correction or explanation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 31-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Thomas (6,567,101). 

Thomas (figures 1 A-1 C) teaches a display device and has a sensor (detector) for 
sensing the tilt of the display device (col. 4, lines 13-38), and wherein the text is being 
scrolled based on the tilting of the device (orientation) (col. 5, lines 41-60 and col. 21- 
45). 

Thomas does not show that at least one tool bar is removed. However, as can be seen 
in figures 2A and 3A for example, no tool bar is indicated on the display. 
Furthermore, having a tool bar would not be necessary in Thomas's device because the 
mode changing (scrolling, etc) is carried out by tilting the device. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to realize from the teaching of Thomas, that the device does 
not include a tool bar because the commands are carried out based on the orientation 
of the device, and that would increase the size of the display area. Note also that the 
claim does not specify that the removing of the tool bar means that the tool bar exist in 
the display prior to the tilting action. 

4. Claims 5, 10-12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lands (6,201,554) in view of Thomas (6,567,101). 

As to independent claim 5, Lands (figure 1) teaches a portable display device 
(10) that includes, generating at least one sensor signal using at least one sensor in the 
device (36 & 38) and generating a tilt context value(first context) (figures 4B-4E) that 
indicates how the device is tilted (col. 3, lines 54-64), and a flat context value that 
indicates that the device is laying flat (figure 4A) based on the at least one sensor signal 
and selecting an orientation for an image on the display when the flat context value 
indicates the device is laying flat (col. 5, lines 6-46). 

Lands does not expressly teach that selecting the orientation for an image on the 
display is carried out by using a tilt context value that was maintained for longer than a 
set period of time before the flat context value was generated and before a different tilt 
context value was maintained for less than the set period of time. 

However, Thomas (1 A-1 C) teaches a display device which is similar to 
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Lands' device and has a sensor (detector) for sensing the tilt of the display device (col. 

4, lines'! 3-38), and wherein the selecting of the orientation for an image on the display 
when the flat context value indicates the device is laying flat by using tilt context value 
that was maintained for longer than a set period of time before the flat context value 
was generated and before a different tilt context value was maintained for less than the 
set period of time (for that, Thomas shows that a calibrator may be automatically 
activated, such as measuring time in a particular orientation, and if time spent in that 
orientation is above a specific amount, that orientation is utilized as the beginning 
orientation) (col. 5, lines 6-1 1 ). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to include the teaching of Thomas using time interval to 
select the orientation of the image on the display to be incorporated to Lands' device so 
as to be able to automatically activate the orientation selection by a simple time interval 
process, which makes the device user friendly (see Thomas col. 5, lines 7-9). 

5. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lands in 
view of Norden (PCT Publication NO. WO 98/14863). 

As to claim 9, the first part of the claim is substantially similar to claim 5, and the 
rejection to claim 5 above applies to claim 9. The last 6 lines of claim 9 specify, 
"changing the orientation of an image on the display based on a tilt context value unless 
the tilt context value is being used to control scrolling of an image on the display 
wherein the same tilt context value can change the orientation and control scrolling." 
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Lands shows that the tilting of the display device is affecting image by changing the 
paging, volume, brightness or zoom modes (col. 3, 38-49). 

However, Norden shows a hand-held image display device (10 in figures 1 A and 
1B), wherein by tilting the device, the image orientation can be changed from up-down 
(scrolling) or right-left based on sensing the tilting of the device (page 1, line 19 through 
page 2 line 5). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to include the teaching of Norden using the tilting of 
the device to be used in scrolling or the orientation of the device to be incorporated to 
Lands 1 device so as motivated by Norden, to provide a natural operation for scrolling 
around text documents or image (page 1 , lines 26-28), which allows the user to 
intuitively change the orientation of the image. Furthermore, to eliminate the need of the 
scrolling bar which increase the size of the display area. 

6. Claims 10-12 and 14 are rejected. under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
Unpatentable over Lands in view of Watanabe (Japanese patent Publication NO. 6- 
292826). 

As to claim 10, as can be seen above with respect to claim 5, Lands shows all 
the limitations of claim 10 except the citation of placing the device in a full power mode 
based on the holding context value and the orientation context value. 

However, Watanabe teaches a display device (figure 2) that includes a power 
saving mode, which activated when no touches by the user is detected and the normal 
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mode is activated when the device is detected to be touched by the user (see English 
abstract). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to include the teaching of Watanabe to put the device 
in normal mode when sensing the user's touch to be incorporated to Lands device so as 
motivated by Watanabe, to provide a power saving data processor which saves the 
electric power more and is easy for a user to use. 

Claims 11-12 and 14 are substantially similar to claim 10 and would be analyzed 
as previously discussed with respect to claim 10. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 5, 9-12, 14 and 31-33 have been 
considered but either moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection or not persuasive. 

As to claim 5, the claim was amended to recite a second tilt context. The 
examiner has rejected claim 5 under 112-1 st paragraph because the specification did 
not include any teaching that suggest such elements. The examiner has rejected claim 
5 by considering that the second context value as being any value lays between the first 
value context and the flat value context, and which also has less time than a set period 
of time. In other word, any time the user tilt the device but with waiting for more than the 
set period; this will be considered as a second context value, which is inherently taught 
by Thomas. 
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Applicant (bottom of page 6 and top of page 7) argued that the cited section of 
Thomas does not show the selection of an orientation for an image when a flat context 
value is generated, and instead, the cited section discusses a calibrator that is used to 
set a zero tilt angle for the device. Examiner respectfully disagrees. Thomas shows that 
if a time spent in a particular orientation is more than a set period, this specific 
orientation is calibrated to be the beginning orientation. This is equivalent to what the 
claimed limitation of selecting an orientation for an image on the display when the flat 
context value indicates the device is laying flat. 

Applicant (page 7) argued that Thomas continually changes the orientation of the 
image as the device is rotated about the z-axis. Examiner agrees. However, in the claim 
there is nothing in the claim, which specifies that the flat context is set for more than a 
set period of time, and therefore, the flat context does not have to be the final 
destination. With respect to claim 9, the argument is moot in view of the new ground of 
rejection. 

With respect to claims 10, 12 and14, as can be seen in the rejection above with 
respect to claims 10-12 and 14 Watanabe is cited to show changing the power based 
on the detection of whether the user is touching or not touching the device. 

With respect to claims 31-33, there is nothing in the claim or in the specification 
that show that the scrolling bar is displayed on the display, and therefore, removing the 
tool bar (i.e., the scrolling bar) during scrolling is taught by the cited references fairly 
read on the claimed limitation. 
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Conclusion 



8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Tognazzini et al. (US Patent NO. 6,624,824) teaches a tilt-scrolling for computing 
device. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Amr Awad whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-7764. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Fridary from 9:30 AM to 
6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sumati Lefkwitz can be reached on (571) 272-3638. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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